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2. Mr. Knight was denied his right to cross examine

a key state witness for bias.

2. Was Mr. Knight denied his right to cross examine
witnesses when the trial court precluded examination of a key
state witness for bias?
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appellant knowingly possessed child pornography.

2. The trial court's suppression of critical testimony
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B. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

1. PROCEDURALFACTS

Mr. Knight was charged by amended information with

possession of depictions of minor engaged in sexually explicit conduct



REM KEVIN

1I111
11 111

all
I

111111a191

MMEEMEM

to inform them of the images he thought he saw on Knight's

2-



MRITOMMEWil

I PROM MINIMUM IMIS 101 11 1 ;

1; :111 1

III I

ii l 11111111111 111111ill
I I

M=Onv= Is =51

new." RIP 38. The police did not know that Knight worked or

9M

I
1111rlijjii

III I I 1 1IMPIM II T PREMIUM=

I I III I1111FIRIMIC IRIFIVICHIPI 138111MMEM33M

jMff

33383MMB=

raremMg. W#1MMMme: WeiM. ffj =02M

word cum, and KNRYOU", prom, thirteen year old sister, eat, cum,

M#  ffl M#MI=o

3-



11 IF IIIIII! III

from Knights computer without this software. The images were in
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C. ARGUMENTS

1. THERE WAS INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE

TO ESTABLISH BEYOND A

REASONABLE DOUBT KNOWING

POSSESSION CHILD

PORNOGRAPPHY.
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Williams is distinguishable on several grounds. First, the
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that one of the computer's was Knight's work computer and tha

EHI=y. As in Alvarez, in rnig wriu

prove Knight had constructive possession of the 7 hard drives.
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The United States Supreme Court held that "counsel was
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